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Introduction

This document presents the working principles and policies used by the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) to compile the 2008 Integrated Report, the combined list that
shows impaired waters and the current status of state waters. Topics addressed by these
principles and policies include the following:

¢

¢
¢
¢
¢

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requirements for the Integrated Report
Therole of public comment in the Integrated Report
The five sections of the Integrated Report
Relevant state policies affecting the development of the Integrated Report
Opportunities for public comment on the 2008 Integrated Report
Note: These principles and policies do not supersede Idaho’s Water Body Assessment
Guidance, Second Edition (WBAG Il [Grafe, et al. 2002]); they provide

additional guidance for determining beneficial use support status and water
quality standards exceedances for listing of impaired waters.

The Integrated List is a Federal Requirement

The Clean Water Act (CWA) requires the state to prepare areport, listing (a) those waters
that are impaired and (b) the current conditions of all state waters. Thefirst list is called the
§303(d) list, and the second is called the 8305(b) list. Both lists are named in accordance with

the sections of the CWA where they are defined; together they are known as the Integrated
Report (Figure 1).

: CWA 8305(b) list of
CWA §.303(d) list of conditions for all state
impaired waters waters

Idaho Integrated
Report

Figure 1. Components of the Integrated Report.

1
May 2009



Department of Environmental Quality Working Principles and Policies for the 2008 Integrated (303[d]/305[b]) Report

Every two years, the state must furnish an Integrated Report to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), categorizing state waters and informing the public of the status of
state waters. (Additional requirements for the Integrated Report are listed under EPA
Requirements for the 2008 Integrated Report (EPA, 2005), page 5 of this report.)

The Integrated List Categorizes State Waters

The Integrated Report places all of the state’ s watersinto one of five different categories
(Figure 2):

e Category 1 waters are attaining water quality standards and no uses are threatened.

e Category 2 waters are attaining some designated uses, and no uses are threatened, but
thereisinsufficient (or no) data and information available to determine if the
remaining uses are attained or threatened.

e Category 3 waters have insufficient data (or no data) and information to enable
determining if designated uses are being attained.

e Category 4 waters do not support (or threaten) a standard for one or more designated
uses, but they do not require the development of a Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL). There are three subcategories under Category 4-

* Category 4a waters have had a TMDL completed and approved by EPA.

* Category 4b waters have had pollution control requirements placed on them—
other than a TMDL—and these waters are reasonably expected to attain the
water quality standard in the near future.

* Category 4c waters are those waters for which nonsupport of the water quality
standard is not caused by a pollutant.

e Category 5 waters do not meet (or threaten) applicable water quality standards for
one or more designated uses by one or more pollutants. Category 5 water bodies
make up the 303(d) list of impaired waters.
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Figure 2. Categories of waterslisted in the Integrated Report.

The Integrated List Informs the Public and Facilitates Comment
The Integrated Report serves several functions:

e |tisareporting requirement of the CWA.

e |t informsthe public about the status of state waters, enabling interested parties to
comment on Idaho’ s 303(d) list of impaired waters. The Integrated Report provides a
unique opportunity for the public to understand the overall status of 1daho’s water
quality and to learn what DEQ is planning on doing to improveit.
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EPA Requirements for the 2008 Integrated Report

EPA requirements for the Integrated Report come from three sources (Figure 3):
¢ The CWA, part 130.0 through 130.12

¢ EPA regulations contained within Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) that
speak to the CWA

¢ EPA guidance developed for the 2006 Integrated Report, which is being re-used for the 2008
Integrated Report (EPA, 2007).

These requirements are described in more detail in the following.

Figure 3. EPA requirementsfor the 2008 Integrated Report come from three sour ces.
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CWA Requirements
The CWA calls on the states to conduct specific activities to monitor and protect their waters:

e Developing and adopting water quality standards to protect beneficial uses (Section
303)

e Establishing monitoring programsto collect and analyze data regarding water quality
(Section 106)

e Reporting on the status of waters and the degree to which designated uses are
supported (Section 305(b))

e |dentifying and prioritizing waters that are not meeting water quality standards
(Section 303(d))

40 CFR Requirements

In addition, EPA regulations contained within 40 CFR 130.7(b) describe requirements for
identifying and establishing priorities for water quality-limited segments still requiring
TMDLs:

e Each state shall identify those water quality-limited segments still requiring TMDLS
within its boundaries for which the following apply:

* Technology-based effluent limitations required by sections 301(b), 306, 307, or
other sections of the CWA.

* More stringent effluent limitations (including prohibitions) are required by either
state or local authority, preserved by section 510, or federal authority (law,
regulation, or treaty).

*  Other pollution control requirements (e.g., best management practices) required
by local, state, or federal authority are not stringent enough to implement any
water quality standards (WQS) applicable to such waters.

e Each state shall also identify, on the same list developed under paragraph (b)(1) of
this section, those water quality-limited segments still requiring TMDLSs or parts
thereof within its boundaries for which controls on thermal discharges under section
301 or state or local requirements are not stringent enough to assure protection and
propagation of abalanced indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife.

Specific Guidance

Specific guidance for preparation of the Integrated Report is provided in EPA’ s Guidance for
2006 Assessment, Listing and Reporting Requirements Pursuant to Sections 303(d) and
305(b) of the Clean Water Act, issued on July 29, 2005. This guidance will also be used for
the 2008 Integrated Report (EPA, 2007).
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The Five Sections of the Integrated Report

Information used in the Integrated Report is compiled by DEQ using EPA’ s Assessment
Database (ABD). The ADB provides an all-electronic report organized into five sections, each
of which is numbered in accordance with the five categories defined under The Integrated List
Categorizes State Waters, page 2.

Section 1: Waters of the State Attaining All Standards (Category 1)

Category 1 waters attain all water quality standards. Idaho is proposing a minor number of
select Assessment Units (AUSs) falling wholly in wilderness areas or roadless areas for
placement in Section 1. (See Wilderness and Roadless, page 25, for definitions and an
explanation).

|daho has many waters that support all beneficial uses but lack an assessment methodology
addressing the wildlife and aesthetics beneficial uses. Even though Idaho’ s water quality
standards state that compliance with general narrative standards is deemed sufficient to show
awater body is supporting the wildlife and aesthetics beneficial use, Idaho chooses to list
most waters in Section 2 (Category 2).

Note: The only distinction between Section 1 and Section 2 of the Integrated Report is
the wilderness status of these selected Assessment Units.

Section 2: Waters of the State Attaining Some (Most) Standards (Category 2)

Category 2 water bodies fully support those beneficial uses that were assessed. For these
water bodies, no Tier | data (see Data Quality, page 15, for a description of datatiers)
submitted to DEQ for assessment indicate impairment. Waters assessed for the 2000/2002
303(d) Integrated Report that supported their beneficial uses and that were approved by EPA
as supporting their uses were carried forward to this section when no data indicated a change
in their beneficial uses support status.

Section 3: Waters of the State With Insufficient Data and Information to
Determine if Any Standards are Attained (Category 3)

Category 3 water bodies meet two criteria
1. NoTier | dataindicate an impairment of beneficial uses.

2. Not enough data existed at the time of assessment to make a determination that standards
have been attained using DEQ's WBAG II.

Section 4: Waters of the State Impaired or Threatened for One or More
Standards but Not Needing a TMDL (Category 4)

Category 4 water bodies are grouped into one of three subcategories:

e Section 43, TMDL Completed
e Section 4b, Expected to Meet Standards

;
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e Section 4c, Not Impaired by a Pollutant

Section 5: Waters of the State for Which a TMDL Is Needed (Category 5)

Category 5 waters are impaired. Section 5 is a streamlined 303(d) list that excludes waters
impaired by non-pollutants, such as flow alteration or habitat modification. Criteriafor listing
awater in Section 5 include the following:

e Thewater body was listed as impaired in the 2002 Integrated Report, or
e Tier | dataindicate an impairment by a pollutant, and

e Application of pollution controls to sources of pollution affecting the impaired water
body would restore the water body to full support status.

Water Bodies Appearing In More Than One Section of the Integrated Report

In some cases, awater body segment/pollutant pair may show up in more than one section of
the Integrated Report, even though EPA Integrated Report guidance (see Specific Guidance,
page 6) states, “Each AU should be placed in only one of the five assessment categories.”
Most occurrences of such multiple listings are for water bodies that are impaired for multiple
pollutants. Examples include the following scenarios:

e A TMDL isapproved for only a subset of the causes impairing awater body. For
example, awater body islisted for sediment and temperature and only has an EPA
approved TMDL for sediment. That water body would be listed in Section 4afor
sediment (EPA approved TMDL) and Section 5 for temperature.

e A water body was put on the 303(d) list for a pollutant (e.g., temperature) and a non-
pollutant (e.g., flow alteration). The water body would then be listed in Section 5 for
temperature and Section 4c for flow alteration.

For additional information on the policies regarding pollutants and pollution, see page 10.
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Relevant State Policies

DEQ relies on several key technical and policy statements in making water quality
determinations, and these come together in WBAG 1. This document, which focuses on biology

as ameasure of aquatic life and water quality status, is the foundation of DEQ’ s ambient
monitoring and assessment program.

A number of technical documents support WBAG II:
¢ ldaho River Ecological Assessment Framework (DEQ 2002a)
¢ ldaho Small Streams Ecological Assessment Framework (DEQ 2002b)

¢ Public Involvement and Responses to Comment Summary; Water Body Assessment
Guidance, Second Edition (DEQ 2002c)

All of these documents are available from the DEQ Web site:

http://www.deq.idaho.gov/water/data_reports/surface_water/monitoring/publications.cfm

Figure 4. A number of technical documents support WBAG I1.
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Using these documents, DEQ has a consistent and relevant decision making process for water
quality assessment. WBAG II, in particular, reflects an investment of millions of dollars and
thousands of hours, and DEQ has spent a considerable time and effort taking and responding to

public comment to make WBAG Il abetter final product. (The response to public comment, over

100 pages, can be accessed from DEQ’ s Web site)

Note: DEQ isnot seeking further comments on its process or tools at this time but will
hold any comments for consideration in the next edition of the Water Body
Assessment Guidance.

Policies addressed, in detail, by the documents described above are summarized in the following.

Excluding or Removing Waters from the Section 5 (303(d) list)

DEQ must demonstrate good cause for not including in Section 5 of the Integrated Report
water bodies that were on previous 303(d) lists (pursuant to 40 CFR 130.7(b)(6)(iv)). Good
cause includes, but is not limited to, the following:

e Morerecent and accurate data

e More sophisticated water quality modeling

e Flawsin the original analysisthat led to the water body being listed

e Changesin conditions (e.g., new control equipment or elimination of discharges)

The process by which DEQ makes beneficial use support status determinationsis outlined in
WBAG I1. DEQ worked extensively to ensure that the public and EPA had opportunity to
review and comment upon this process, considering and incorporating suggestions made by
both. EPA reviewed this assessment process and provided commentsin June 2001, met with
DEQ to clarify those commentsin July 2001, and provided comments again in September
2001. While EPA neither approves nor disapproves any state’ s assessment methodology,
they reviewed the methodology prior to its use.

In EPA correspondence dated September 28, 2001, EPA was in agreement that the purpose
of WBAG Il isto “...identify those water quality limited segments still requiring TMDL (as
per implementing regulations at 40 CFR 130.7(b)) and is not atool to identify downward
trends, threatened waters, change in condition, or areas of anti-degradation.”

Pollutants

Pollutants are defined under the CWA at Section 502(6), |daho Code §39-3602(21), and the
WQS. With regard to Idaho's 303(d) list, this definition includes things such as sediment,
nutrients, toxics, and therma modification—if they impair a beneficial use.

Pollution

Pollution is avery broad concept that encompasses human-caused changesin the
environment that alter the functioning of natural processes and produce undesirable
environmental or health effects. Pollution includes human-induced alteration of the physical,
biological, chemical, and radiological integrity of water and other media.
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Flow and habitat alterations are considered pollution but not specific pollutants according to
EPA (8502[6], 8502[19] of the CWA and Robert H. Wayland 111, November 19, 2001
memo), hence DEQ does not develop TMDL s for flow alteration and habitat alteration.

However, water bodies affected by these forms of pollution are not overlooked or ignored;
they areidentified in Section 4c of the Integrated Report. Flow and habitat alteration are
often the result of, or affected by, the existence of pollutantsin the water body that are
suitable for TMDL calculation. Thus, for example, there may be excess sediment that impairs
ause and, therefore, violates state water quality standards on awater body that may be
impacted by alack of water flow (or habitat modification). If the impairment isin part caused
by excess sediment, the water body will be placed on the 303(d) list of impaired waters
(Section 5 of the Integrated Report).

Assessment Units

Boundariesfor all waters in the Integrated Report are solely based on Assessment Units
(AUs) as defined in the Water Body Assessment Guidance. AUs are groups of similar
streams that have similar land use practices, ownership, or land management, and they define
asubset of larger groupings of defined by Water Body IDs (WBIDs) and Hydrologic Unit
Codes (HUCs), asillustrated by Figure 5.

Using AUs to describe bodies of water offers many benefits, including the following:
o All the waters of the state are defined consistently, which is a fundamental
requirement of 305(b) reporting.

e Because AUs are a subset of water body identification numbers, there isadirect tie to
the water quality standards for each AU, so that uses defined in the standards are
clearly tied to streams on the landscape.
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Figure5. Relationship between Hydrologic Unit Codes (HUCSs), Water Body 1Ds (WBIDS) and Assessment
Units (AUs).
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Beneficial Uses, Designated and Presumed

Note: The two following sections—Designated Surface Waters and Undesignated
Surface waters—are taken directly from WBAG Il and are included here because
of the importance that beneficial uses, designated or existing, play in the
assessment process. DEQ is not soliciting comment on these sections; this
material has already undergone public comment and response. These sections are
included here for information purposes only.

Designated Surface Waters

Surface water use designations are defined and listed
in the ldaho water quality standards (WQS § 100-160).
These include uses that are applied on a water body-
specific basis (aquatic life, recreation, domestic
water supply), and uses that are applied to all
waters of the state (agricultural and industrial
water supply, wildlife habitat, and aesthetics).
Waters may also be designated as outstanding or
special resource waters (WQS 8§ 055, 056); however,
these two designations are not covered in this
guidance.

Water bodies with specific use designations are
listed in tables in WQS § 110-160 following the ldaho
WBID... Unless broken out separately in the tables,
use designations listed in the tables as the
standards for a WBID unit apply to all perennial
segments of waters included within that particular
WBID unit. Usually these are tributaries, but in a
few cases include nearby disconnected waters, since
the WBID system has to encompass all waters in the
state. For example, Cottonwood Creek, WBID 17040212-
14, is designated for cold water and secondary
contact recreation uses. This designation also
includes subordinate streams within that WBID unit as
shown in [the following].

Subordinate Streams within WBID 17040212-14

WBID # | WBID Name Included Waters Perennial portions
also become
designated as:

14 Cottonwood Burnt Creek COLD SCR1
Creek Cottonwood Creek COLD SCR

Dry Cottonwood Creek COLD SCR

North Cottonwood Creek COLD SCR

Williams Reservoir COLD SCR

COLD = cold water;
SCR = secondary contact recreation

1T, for example, North Cottonwood Creek also had
unnamed tributaries, then the cold water and
secondary contact recreation designations would apply
to those perennial portions of the unnamed
tributaries as well.
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The distinction that, unless otherwise designated,
the use designations of a WBID unit only apply to
perennial portions of waters in the WBID is necessary
because of the inclusive manner in which WBIDs are
defined. Somewhere in the continuum of stream
channels from rivers to rills, there is a point above
which a rivulet is so small that it cannot provide an
aquatic habitat that can support a biological
community with composition and function similar to
reference conditions. All of the aquatic life uses
presume fully established biological communities,
which in turn presume a persistent aquatic
environment. Temporary waters (e.g., intermittent
streams, vernal pools) may have important ecological
functions but cannot attain the same biological
communities as perennial waters.

Undesignated Surface Waters

Waters listed in WQS § 110-160 for which uses have
not yet been designated or which have incomplete use
designations are considered undesignated waters for
those uses. Two concepts that are important for
determining which beneficial uses are to be
protected, and thus assessed on undesignated waters,
are addressed in the Idaho WQS: presumed uses and
existing uses .

Presumed Uses

DEQ presumes that most waters in Idaho will support cold water aguatic life and, depending
on the characteristics of the water body ..., primary or secondary contact recreation (WQS §
101.01a). Cold water aguatic life use support determination procedures, including numeric
criteriaand recreation criteria, apply to undesignated, perennial waters to protect these
presumptive uses. If an undesignated surface water body is intermittent (i.e., has zero flow at
some time during most years), then aquatic community indexes cannot be applied; however,
numeric criteria do apply to intermittent waters during periods of “optimal” flow (see WQS 8§
003.51, 070.06).

Existing Uses

Existing beneficial uses of the waters of the state are to be protected, even if not designated
(WQS § 050.02b). “Existing” is defined as being more recent than 1975, if the use no longer
can be documented to occur. For the purpose of determining whether a water body fully
supports designated and existing beneficial uses per WQS § 053, aquatic life beneficial uses
may be assumed to exist as described in Section 3.2.2.1 of WBAG Il. Theseinitial
determinations of existing aquatic life uses are needed to complete water body assessments
and to assemble a 303(d) list. Actual subsequent use designations may be different,
depending upon additional information that may be received following the procedures
described in Idaho Code 39-3604 and the WQS 8§ 101.01.
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Existing and Readily Available Data

DEQ conducted a 45-day call for data, from January 9, 2008, to February 20, 2008. During
that time, DEQ Regional Offices sent |etters requesting data pertaining to water quality
criteriaand beneficial usesto their collaborators, such as the Idaho Department of Fish and
Game, U.S. Forest Service, and the Bureau of Land Management. DEQ also advertised in
daily newspapers across the state that DEQ was looking for data as described above. In
addition to these outreach efforts, DEQ hosted a comprehensive Web site to help the public
find AUs geographically and assist them in providing data for the assessments. The Web site
served approximately 13,074 users, averaging 189 requests per day.

Data Quality

Data are the foundation of DEQ’ s assessment process. Although WBAG |1 was primarily
designed to use data obtained by DEQ through the Beneficia Use Reconnaissance Program
(BURP), DEQ also considers data from other existing and readily available sources. Such
data may be from other agencies, institutions, commercial interests, interest groups, or
individuals, and it may relate to the existence, support status, or associated criteriafor the
beneficial usesin awater body. These external data sources are ranked for quality according
to threetiers(Table 1).
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Table 1. Data tier comparison.

Tier Scientific Rigor Relevance Example How Used
| « Quantitative. « Data relates to « Ph.D.ormasters |« 303(d) listing or
+ Parameters either water thesis. de-listing.
measured. quality « Published or « 305(b) reports
« Established standard(s), printed studies or | « subbasin
monitoring plan with especially reports. assessments.
QA and defined numeric, or a « Published « TMDLs.
protocols. beneficial use. predictive + Planning for
« >30 hours of + =bHyears old. models. future monitoring.
supervised training. | « Datarelatestoa |+« EPAEMAP.
« Samples processed named water + BURP data.
in EPA-certified lab body (GIS, « Use attainability
following standard latitude and analyses.
methods or by longitude ormap | « Rapid
professional location Bioassessment
taxonomist. provided). Protocols (RBP).
« Organisms
identified by a
professional
taxonomist.
Il « Qualitative or « Datamayrelate |+ Environmental + 305(b) reports.
semi-quantitative to a watershed. assessments. + Subbasin
in nature. « Not water body « Proper assessments or
+ May have a specific. Functioning TMDLs when
monitoring plan. « Data >5 years Condition. data adds to
« No QA/QC provided old. « Cumulative overall
for within plan. « Data may relate Watershed assessment
+ Protocols may or to other agency Effects. quality.
may not be defined. guidelines or + Most citizen + Planning for
+ Parameters rated. objectives. monitoring. future monitoring.
« Field staff may not + Models with
be trained: Lab may documentation.
not be certified. « Agency planning
« Taxonomist may documents.
not be a
professional.
m « May be qualitative + Not specific to « Non-specific + Planning for
in nature. water quality reports or future monitoring.
+ Parameters standards or studies. « Hold for further
evaluated. beneficial uses. + Newspaper investigations.
«» Field staff have little | » Location not articles.
to no training. specific. « Simple models
+ No documented « Data 210 years without any
monitoring plan. old. documentation.
« No QA/QC.
+ Anecdotal in nature.
Note: The following subsections on data quality—Tier I, Tier Il and Tier I1l—are taken

directly from Section 4 of WBAG Il and are intended for context and information
only. DEQ is not soliciting comments on these subsections as they have already
undergone public comment and response.
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Tier |

The scientific rigor of Tier | data is characterized
as high and typically includes monitored data
collected by professional scientists or
professionally trained technicians with more than 30
hours of supervised training. The data are collected
and analyzed under a monitoring plan with quality
assurance and parameters measured. Samples are
processed in an EPA-certified lab following standard
methods or by a professional taxonomist. Biological
data may come from one of several different
assemblages, such as macroinvertebrates, fish, or
algae, and are identified by a professional
taxonomist. Physical habitat data may have
quantitative measurements and standardized
qualitative assessment procedures.

To be considered relevant, Tier | data usually
include direct measurements or observations of
beneficial uses, criteria, or causes of impairment.
In addition, the sampling needs to be representative,
that is, 1) to have been conducted at multiple times
and locations or 2) at a representative location with
specific locations identified on a map or with
geographical information system (GIS). The
information must be less than five years old and must
be able to be differentiated along a gradient of
environmental conditions (EPA 1998). Predictive
models must include calibration factors and, as noted
below, are not used exclusively to make beneficial
use determinations. Examples of the types of
monitoring data typically meeting Tier | criteria
include BURP, EPA Environmental Management and
Assessment Program (EMAP), Rapid Bioassessment
Protocols, Use Attainability Analyses, graduate
theses, and professionally prepared and peer-reviewed
studies, reports, or predictive models. These data
can come from a number of possible sources such as
state and federal agencies, academic institutions,
local governments, or private parties. Tier | data
are of sufficient quality and relevance to be used
for 303(d) listing and de-listing decisions, 305(b)
reports, subbasin assessments, and TMDL development.
Data must meet both scientific rigor and relevance of
Tier 1 criteria to be classified at the Tier I level.
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Tier 11

DEQ characterizes the scientific rigor of Tier 11
data as qualitative or semi-quantitative data. The
data collectors will have
followed documented field,
laboratory, and data-
handling protocols, have
rated parameters, and may
have a monitoring plan. The
monitoring plan may not
provide quality assurance
(QA) or quality control
(QC) information. Tier 11
data include professionally
conducted evaluations and
habitat data consisting
primarily of standardized
visual assessments or
evaluations. However, some
field staff may not be
trained, the evaluating
laboratory may not be
certified, or a
professional taxonomist may
not identify the samples.
Relevant Tier Il data may
include evaluations based
on monitored or evaluated
data more than five years
old, watershed land use
information, modeling
results with estimated
inputs, or measurement of
an atypical event (EPA
1998). Data may relate to a
watershed rather than be
water body specific. They
may also relate to
guidelines or objectives of
other government entities.
Data collected for
Environmental Assessments,

Proper Functioning
Condition (PFC)
assessments, Cumulative Watershed Effects (CWE)
Process, and agency planning documents, as well as
Citizen Volunteer Monitoring data, are examples of
types of data that would be considered Tier 1l. Tier
Il data are not used in 303(d) listing decisions due
to higher data requirements for impairment decisions
under Section 303 (see Section 1.4.1). However, Tier
Il data may be used in subbasin assessments and TMDLs
when the assessor has the time to consider these data
in context with other collected information. These

Figure 6. Datais categorized according to tiers.
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data can also be used to establish beneficial uses
for assessments and in 305(b) reports.

Tier [11

The scientific rigor of Tier 11l data often includes
information collected by unknown or untrained
individuals. The data may not have been collected or
analyzed following standard or reported protocols.
Data without any originating documentation also
appears in this category. Relevance of data is
limited due to information having no intrinsic
jJjudgment or known reference for comparison. The data
may have been extrapolated based on other sites, or a
reflection of a specific localized condition not
representative of the water body. This type of
information may be considered as general background
information, but it is not of sufficient rigor and
relevance for listing decisions or regulatory
actions. Tier 111 data are not used in 303(d)
decisions, subbasin assessments, TMDLs, or 305(b)
reports due to the uncertainty in the scientific
rigor in their collection and relevance to beneficial
uses or water quality standards. This data may be
used in helping DEQ target future planning and
monitoring.

Temperature

DEQ has aweight of evidence policy for pH, dissolved oxygen, temperature, and turbidity.
In part, this policy allows deference to biological health in judging whether awater supports
acold water aguatic life use when exceedance of numeric temperature criteriais infrequent
(<10%). This policy applies to 303(d) listing and de-listing decisions only, and is not for
determining compliance with the WQS for other purposes. While necessary to target the
current water quality criteriain drafting a TMDL, if the frequency of exceedance of the
temperature criteriais less than 10%, and there is no other evidence of thermal impairment,
then it is possible to propose de-listing..

If atemperature TMDL is established, then, during implementation of the TMDL, the water
will be reassessed. In that reassessment, the goal for temperature would be considered met if
frequency of criteria exceedances falls below 10% for a 90 percentile air temperature of a
yearly series of the maximum weekly maximum air temperature (MWMT) calculated over
the historic record measured at the nearest weather reporting station (WQS §
058.01.02.80.04).

Fregquencies of temperature exceedances must be calculated on the metric of interest (e.g., the
frequency of daily maximum stream temperature exceeding daily maximum criteria). Except
for single daily maximum criteria, this calculation requires data processing of the raw
temperature record before counting exceedances. What follows is more detail on calculation
of a criteria exceedance frequency for water temperature.
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Time Periods of | nterest

For cold water aquatic life, the summer period of June 21 through September 21 is the period
of interest on which to gage frequency of temperature exceedances. This 93-day period
acknowledges the natural seasonal progression of water temperatures, in which peak water
temperatures typically occur between July 15 and August 15, with progressively cooler
temperatures generally occurring on both sides of the peak period.

For salmonid spawning, the period of interest is the entire spawning and incubation period at
agiven site, but not less than 45 days. Forty-five daysis set as a minimum spawning period
asthis alows two weeks for spawning and an additional month for egg incubation. The
frequency of exceedances of salmonid spawning criteria should be based on the entire
spawning and incubation period at the site in question. The entire spawning period at a site,
even when greater than 45 days, will usually be shorter than the broad periods that were
formerly in Idaho's water quality standards. Those broad periods, often still used as rules of
thumb, were intended to encompass spawning periods statewide, from valley to mountain.

Critical Time Periods
Absent data to the contrary, critical periods for water temperature are defined as follows:

e For cold water aquatic life the critical period isfrom July 15 through August 15,
when most streams reach their highest temperature of the year.

e Spawning often occurs when water temperatures are in a spring or fall transition.
Therefore, for salmonid spawning, the critical period isthe 22 days at the warmer end
of the spawning period. For spring spawners, thiswill be at the chronological end of
the period, while, for fall spawners, thiswill be at the chronological beginning of the
period.

Complete Data Records

To calculate and evaluate a percent exceedance for temperature, an adequate datarecord is
needed. The best situation isto have a complete datarecord for the entire period of interest,
as defined above. However, it is acknowledged that thisis not always possible, even when
planned. Furthermore, much historical datawill have been collected before this policy wasin
place. While collecting a complete data record for the entire period of interest should be the
goal of future monitoring efforts, the allowances discussed below are made for evaluating
partial data records.

Partial Data Records

Partial data records that do not include the critical periods are inadequate for estimating a
frequency of exceedance of less than 10% and, therefore, cannot be used to determine
compliance with Idaho's temperature criteria

On the other hand, partial data records that do not include the critical time periods may be
sufficient to estimate a frequency of exceedance that is at least 10% and thus a violation of
criteria. This situation occurs when the observed number of days when data exceed the
criteriain the partial record is greater than the number of days necessary to reach 10%
exceedance for the entire period of interest.
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For example, if for salmonid spawning a partial data record includes 41 days of a 90 day
spawning period, and 15 of those days are over the criteria, then the frequency of
exceedanceis at least 15/90, or 17%, even if it were assumed the 49 days without data met
the criteria. For cold water aquatic life, afrequency of exceedance greater than 10% is
documented with 10 days of exceedance, even if those 10 days are the only data available
(10/93 = 11%). Data records less than 10 days for cold water aguatic life or less than 10% of
the applicable spawning period are inadequate to show a frequency of exceedance that is at
least 10% and are therefore inadequate to determine violation of 1daho’ s temperature criteria.

If the partial datarecord includes al of the critical time period it may be possible to infer that
the frequency of exceedance is not more than 10%. For cold water aquatic life, if the partial
data record includes the critical period from July 15 thru August 15, inclusive, and the
frequency of exceedance islessthan 10%, then it can be assumed the frequency of
exceedance for the entire summer period of interest is lessthan 10%. Similarly, if the data
record during salmonid spawning includes the warmest 22 days of the spawning period (end
or beginning of the period, depending on whether spawning extends into spring or fall) and
the frequency of exceedanceislessthan 10%, then it can be assumed that the frequency of
exceedance isless than 10% for the entire spawning period.

If the calculated frequency of exceedanceis greater than 10% for a partial datarecord, it may
still be possible to infer afrequency of exceedance asif data for the entire period of interest
had been collected. To do so, one must examine the data record and consider seasonal trends
in temperature.

If the last (or first) seven consecutive days at the cool end of the record show no exceedances
of criteria, then it may be assumed the entire following (preceding) unmonitored portion of
the period of interest is aso without exceedances. In which case an inferred frequency of
exceedance may be calculated using the entire period of interest as the denominator.

For example, a period of interest may be a spawning period, which begins May 1 and ends
June 30. The available data record begins June 1st and shows five exceedances of a 13 °C
daily maximum criterion. The calculated frequency of exceedance is 5/30, or 17%. Further
examination of the data record reveals that all five exceedances occurred after June 15th,
with no exceedances in the first 7 days of June, at the cooler beginning of the record. It can
therefore be assumed that had data been obtained for May, it would aso show no
exceedances of the criterion. The inferred frequency of exceedance for the entire spawning
period would be 5/61, or 8%—no violation of standards.

Metric Definitions

Water quality criteria can be expressed using several metrics, the four most common defined
asfollows:

e MDMT — Maximum Daily Maximum Temperature. Thisis the highest daily maximum
temperature recorded during the survey period at asite. Thisisthe metric for Idaho’s
cold water biota criterion of 22 °C and salmonid spawning criterion of 13 °C. In the
case of the salmonid spawning criterion, the applicable period is when spawning is
known to occur, not necessarily the entire period monitored.

e MDAT —Maximum Daily Average Temperature. Thisisthe highest daily average
temperature recorded during the survey period. Thisisthe metric for Idaho’s cold
water criterion of 19 °C, and salmonid spawning criterion of 9 °C.
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e  MWMT — Maximum Weekly Maximum Temperature. Thisis the highest weekly
maximum temperature (i.e., the peak in the seven-day running mean of daily
maximum temperatures during the survey period). Thisisthe metric for Idaho’s
juvenile rearing bull trout criterion of 13 °C, and EPA’s juvenile rearing bull trout
criterion of 10 °C. Idaho’s criterion applies June through August; EPA’ s June through
September.

e  MWAT — Maximum Weekly Average Temperature. Thisis the highest weekly mean
temperature (i.e., the peak in the seven-day running mean of daily average
temperature during the survey period). This metric is not currently used in Idaho’s
water quality rules but is the metric for EPA’s proposed juvenile rearing criterion of
15°C.

These definitions are important, as they require different amounts of data in order to be
calculated, and as a matter of policy, are handled differently as explained below.

Three Types of Temperature Data

Water temperature data can be collected by dipping athermometer (mercury, acohol, or
digital) into a stream, producing a single measurement. Such measurements are referred to as
ad hoc measurements. Information from these measurementsis of very limited utility, as
usually only one measurement is obtained and thus could only be used for evaluating
MDMT.

Often these measurements are obtained for reasons other than evaluation of water
temperature criteria (e.g., in order to properly set an electrofisher), and can be taken without
due regard to being representative, influences of direct sunshine, or proper calibration. Thisis
true of most of Idaho’s BURP water temperature measurements.

More commonly, water temperatures are obtained as a continuous record, with digital
recording thermometers. These devices do not produce atruly continuous record but rather
store a history of regularly spaced measurements that can be conveniently downloaded to a
computer. If there are enough measurements per day, these records can be used to calculate
all the metrics above and more. Older analog devices were used for atime and produced truly
continuous records of temperature, as aline on a piece of paper. This data format, however,
requires much greater effort to process into the metrics listed above, and involves reading the
chart and transcribing arecord basically no different than that of digital recording
thermometers. Both of the above will be referred to as continuous measurements.

Far less commonly, water temperatures are collected by a maximum/minimum thermometer
that "remembers’ only the highest and lowest temperature in the period between readings. If
read regularly (e.g., at the same time each day), these can provide useful information. These
will be referred to as data maximum/minimum measurements.

Data Required To Calculate Metrics
To calculate temperature metrics, the data shown in Table 2 are needed.
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Table 2. Data Required to Calculate Temperature Metrics.

Maximum Daily A daily maximum is the highest temperature in aday, thusit only requires one measurement
Maximum taken at the right time; however, it usually is not known when water temperature peaks, unless
Temperature continuous measurements are available. The likelihood of a continuous record actually

capturing the maximum temperature (or the difference between the true maximum and
measured maximum) depends on how fast the temperature changes during a day and how often
measurements are taken. However, if a single measurement exceedsthe MDMT limit, even if it
not known for sure that the temperature recorded is the true daily maximum, it is known that
the daily maximum is no less than the that single measurement, and, therefore, the criterion is
exceeded.

Thus a single measurement greater than the MDMT, whether obtained by ad hoc,

maxi mum/minimum, or continuous measurement is sufficient to document an exceedance of
this criterion. However, an exceedance will be judged aviolation of criteria subject to the
following limitations:

+ Because of concerns with regard to data representation, accuracy, and precision of ad hoc
temperature measurements obtained with an alcohol or mercury thermometer, asingle
measurement of this type will not be sufficient for judging compliance with instantaneous
criteria(e.g., MDMT). Thus Idaho will not use single BURP water temperature
measurements by themselves to judge violation of water quality standards.

+ If two or more measurements of temperature are independent and agree with one another,
the chance of error is reduced. Thus, single measurements may be corroborated by other
independent temperature data. Two or more ad hoc measurements from the same location,
on different days, showing exceedance will be sufficient corroborating evidence, as will
additional data of a different type (e.g., continuous or max/min).

Multiple ad hoc, max/min, continuous measurements, or a combination thereof from the same
stream reach can be combined and subjected to the 10% exceedance policy to judge violation
of water quality standards. (See WBAG, Second Edition section 5-2 and Attachment A, [Grafe
et a. 2002)).

Maximum Daily Normally, adaily average requires at least a minimum and maximum in the same day to be

Average Temperature  calculated. However, Idaho’s bull trout standard specifically requires six evenly spaced
measurements in a 24-hour period. That requirement is applied to all metrics that are based on
daily averages (i.e.,, MDAT aswell as MWAT, which is made up of seven consecutive daily
averages). Multiple daily averages are subject to the 10% exceedance policy to judge violation
of water quality standards.

Maximum Weekly These weekly, or seven day, metrics require a minimum of seven consecutive daily maximums,
Maximum or daily averages, each subject to the same limitations set out above.

Temperature and

Maximum Weekly Frequency of exceedance for these compound metricsis based on the final calculated metric,

Average Temperature  not afrequency of exceedance of it's components (i.e. one MWMT above criteria does not
require nor imply seven daily maximums above criteria).

Intermittent Waters

Intermittent waters naturally occur throughout 1daho. Some 33,000 miles are identified as
such by the U.S. Geologica Survey in its National Hydrography Database. Per 1daho water
quality standards, if a surface water body is intermittent (i.e., has zero flow at some time
during most years), then numeric criteriaapply only during periods of “optimal” flow (see
WQS § 003.51, 070.06).

DEQ does not believe its current assessment indices are appropriate for the bi oassessment of
intermittent waters. DEQ also does not have a specific process for monitoring or assessing
intermittent waters. Thus, DEQ expects that alarge portion of these waters are unassessed
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and can be found in Section 3 of the Integrated Report. These waters are included in AUs and
are examined in detail during the SBA and TMDL process.

Springs and Lake Outlets

Assessment of springs and lake outlets are addressed on a case-by-case basis at the discretion
of the assessor. Generally, springs and lake outlets differ biologically from free flowing
streams and, therefore, require a unique assessment tool. Multimetric macroinvertebrate
indexes, such as the Stream Macroinvertebrate Index (SM1), are not suitable for use in these
atypical natural stream types. Macroinvertebrate communities from spring-fed streams and
lake outlets may have very low natural diversities and would receive very low index scores,
even under pristine conditions. (See Maret et al. 2001, Maret 1997, Anderson and Anderson
1995, reviewed in Mebane 2001)

Wetlands

DEQ does not have a process for assessing the beneficial uses or determining if water quality
standards are met in wetland settings. While wetlands are protected by the CWA, DEQ has
no way to assess these areas for the 2008 reporting cycle.

Tribal Waters

Waters on the 2002 Integrated Report or the 2008 Integrated Report may be wholly within
Indian reservations, on lands held by tribal members subject to arestriction on alienation,
and/or held by the United Statesin trust for Indian tribes. DEQ’ s actions with respect to the
Integrated Report and such waters do not constitute a determination, waiver, admission, or
statement on the part of the state of Idaho with respect to jurisdiction over such waters.

Subbasin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load Development

DEQ isworking under a settlement agreement (DEQ 2002d) that sets a schedule for the
development of TMDLSs based on hydrologic unit, ssgment, and pollutant through 2007.
DEQ, when it developed and prioritized the schedule, considered the severity of pollution
and the uses to be made of such waters.

Priorities
For purposes of TMDL prioritiesin Section 5 of the Integrated Report, TMDLs due in 2006
and 2007 are high priority. After 2007, DEQ will establish anew TMDL schedule, wherein

TMDLs due during the period from 2008 through 2012 will be prioritized as describe in
DEQ'’s Plan for Implementing HB 145 (See Appendix A, page 34.)

HB 145

1998 and 2002 AUs added to the 2006 list will be scheduled for TMDL development per the
HB 145 implementation plan. HB 145 (see (Code 839-3611(07)) directs DEQ to revisit al
TMDLs every five years. Our implementation of HB 145 uses afive-year rotation of HUCs.
HUCs in the first two years of the rotation, following EPA approval of the Integrated Report,
will be designated high priority. The next two years of the rotation will be medium priority,
with the last year of the five year rotation designated low priority.
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(See Attachment 1, TMDL Review Schedule and Priority Ranking, page 85.)

Schedule Modification

However, the settlement agreement contains a mechanism for DEQ to complete TMDLs
sooner for newly listed waters. In determining whether to assign a higher priority to newly
listed waters, DEQ may consider whether resources are available and whether the local
Watershed Area Group (WAG) and Basin Area Group (BAG) for that TMDL arein
agreement. Modifications to the schedule are done on a case-by-case basis. DEQ reserves the
right to re-prioritize individual AUs or HUCs based on severity of pollution, funding,
manpower, and executive or legidative direction.

Wilderness and Roadless Areas

Two groups of waters have been added to Section 1 of the Integrated Report: those AUs
attaining water quality standard and those AUs where no use is threatened. These are AUs
that fall entirely within a designated wilderness or inventoried roadless area.

These two groups of waters best exemplify DEQ’ s “natural background condition” water
quality standard (WQS 858.01.02.053.03). Waters falling under this condition exhibit " no
measurable change in the physical, chemical, biological, or radiological conditions existing
in awater body without human sources of pollution within the watershed” (WQS
§58.01.02.59).

DEQ believes waters within designated wilderness and inventoried roadless areas meet the
intent of natural background conditions by virtue of the fact there has been little to no
significant human management to cause changes in water quality or affect beneficial uses.
The reason wilderness was designated is because it met this low human impact criteria.

For roadless areas, DEQ used the two most restrictive criteria: those recommended for
wilderness where road building is prohibited (1-B1 USFS), and those where road building is
prohibited (1-B USFS). Waters within these two groups, wilderness and roadless, are found
in Section 1 of the Integrated Report. DEQ is soliciting information that would indicate why
aparticular water should not be included here. This data or information would need to
demonstrate human impacts impairing water quality. In the absence of such data, DEQ will
proceed with the presumption that wilderness and roadless waters are unimpaired and place
them in Section 1 of the Integrated Report.

The number of assessment units (AUs) qualified for the wilderness policy are 352 out of
5,222 statewide, or 6.7% percent of the state's waters. These numbers are based on review of
updated wilderness and roadl ess coverages made available since the 2002 I ntegrated Report.

This policy is not applied to previously listed waters; thus there are no de-listings associated
with this policy, and the policy only applies to waters that DEQ has not yet assessed (thus, no
data waters) or has assessed as fully supporting and within the roadless/wilderness definition
above.

Further, the policy only appliesto Assessment Unitsthat are fully (100%) within wilderness
areas and the top two categories of roadless areas, eliminating waters that briefly flow
through wilderness or roadless areas.

Most of these Assessment Units are found in the Selway- Bitterroot and Frank Church River
of No Return Wildernesses.
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Waters to be Delisted Based on Natural Background

This section further defines the process by which AUs would be removed from Section 5 of
the Integrated Report, based upon application of the Natural Conditions Provision in the
WQS, for temperature exceedances.

Any AUs that fulfill the conditions listed below will be found, along with the documentation
supporting the decision not to list them, in Section 5 of the IR.

For rangeland dominated AUs:

See page 25 of Concepts and Recommendations for Using the ‘Natural Conditions
Provisions of the Idaho Water Quality Standards (DEQ 2003)

1.
2.
3.

No riparian roads are present and few road crossing exist; and
No water withdrawals are present; and

No signs are apparent of human-caused, accelerated erosion such as gullies, downcut
stream channels, laid back banks, and

No riparian livestock grazing has occurred in the last 10-years; or

If riparian livestock grazing is alowed to occur, <10% of the streambanks have been
altered, and

Stubble height or other allotment requirements are fulfilled.

For forestland-dominated AUs;

See page 20 of DEQ 2003.

1.
2.
3.

4.

No forest harvest impinges riparian areas; and
No riparian roads are present and few road crossing exist; and

No evidence of sources of sediment delivery that are associated with human
disturbance such as gullies originating from culverts, mass failures associated with
road fills or timber cuts; and

No water withdrawals are present.

If an AU meets these conditions for its dominant land type, then it will not be listed in
Section 5 of the IR. At thistime DEQ is not proposing any delisting based on natural
background conditions.

Methylmercury Fish Tissue Criteria and Fish Consumption Advisories — When
do we list?

Human Health

|daho’ s methylmercury (Me-Hg) fish tissue criterion isto protect human health (HH). It
appliesto waters in Idaho designated for (or presumed to support) recreation, which is all
watersin Idaho. The value of 0.3 mg Me-Hg per Kg of fish tissue (wet weight) isset at a
level to protect the general public from adverse effects during alifetime of exposure.
Because fish greatly bio-accumulate Me-Hg almost all mercury exposure comes from eating
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fish, rather than drinking the water. Through what is called a relative source contribution, the
criterion also takes into account that some exposure comes from other sources, such as store
bought fish. When levels of Me-Hg in fish tissue from any waterbody exceeds the criterion
there isthe potential for lifetime exposure above what is considered safe and the water will

be listed as impaired for recreationa use. Since Me-Hg isformed, in situ, from inorganic
mercury sources, the cause will be listed as simply mercury.

Aquatic Life

Bio-magnification of Me-Hg is typically on the order of hundreds of thousands-fold",
meaning that Me-Hg concentrations in fish tissue are that many times higher than inorganic
mercury levelsin the water. Because of this, many waters that have levels of inorganic
mercury that meet EPA’ s recommended chronic criterion for protecting aguatic life (AL) are
likely to have fish with Me-Hg levels that do not meet the HH criterion. Conversely, most
waters that meet the Me-Hg criterion will have inorganic Hg levels that meet EPA’s
recommended AL criteria Thus, Idaho believes the Me-Hg HH criterion is protective of AL.
Since Idaho isrelying on the Me-Hg criterion to protect AL, for 303(d) listing purposes if
HH useisimpaired AL use will be assumed to be impaired as well.

The Methymercury Fish Tissue Criterion & Fish Consumption Advisories

Both fish consumption advisories for mercury and Idaho’s HH criterion are based on the
same reference dose (RfD) of mercury. To trandate the RfD to afish tissue concentration one
must take into account the af orementioned relative source contribution, the quantity of fish
consumed over time—usually expressed as grams per/day average, the weight of the person
eating the fish, as well as differing mercury levelsin various kinds of fish that may be eaten.
The HH criterion uses default values based on EPA national recommendationsto arrive at the
0.3mg/K g specified in rule. Fish Consumption advisories often use site specific information,
targeting individual fish species or sensitive subpopulations of fish consumers. .

For sensitive sub-populations, the Idaho Fish Consumption Advisory Program (IFCAP) takes
amore risk adverse approach by using consumption levels that approach the 95" percentile.
Thus, an IFCAP advisory does not necessarily indicate that most of the general public will be
exposed to unsafe levels of Me-Hg or that 1daho’ s fish tissue water quality criterionis
exceeded. |FCAP fish consumption advisories also advise the public on what are safe
amounts of specific kinds of fish (e.g. walleye or bass) to consume, given measured
concentrations for a particular waterbody. An advisory simply indicates that the populations
listed in the advisory cannot eat more than two meals per week (9 meals per month) of the
kinds of fish listed in the advisory without exceeding the RfD. Because of this specificity, as
well astargeting of segments of the general population, often the average concentration of
Me-Hg in fish does not rise to the level of 1daho’ s fish tissue criterion when an advisory is
issued.

Calculation

In applying the HH criterion, we are looking at chronic exposure over alifetime; it was not
formulated to protect against acute exposures. Practically thisis not a big concern as most

" For example, EPA’s estimated national median bioaccumulation factor for trophic level 3 fish (BAF,)is 250,000
L/Kg. With this BAF, fish of 0.3 mg/Kg of Me-Hg would result from water with only 1.2 nanograms of Me-Hg / L.
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human exposure is from fish in the diet and fish tissue mercury levels build up slowly over
time and do not change quickly. Some variation in exposure to mercury is expected over a
lifetime, but if those variations are not large and average out over time to alevel below the
criterion, the intended level of protection and safety will be achieved.

Because methylmercury tissue levels do vary over time, from species to species, and from
fish to fish, calculation of avalue for comparison to the criterion is a matter of much
averaging. ldaho’ s criterion for Me-Hg takes into account that bio-accumulation varies by
trophic level, and species. When data for a given waterbody include fish from multiple
trophic levels, the results must be weighted by trophic level. Similarly, when multiple species
represent asingle trophic level, datafrom all edible species are averaged to represent that
tropic level. In absence of reliable location specific consumption data, trophic level
weighting is based on the default consumption rates specified in Idaho WQS. Within a
trophic level smple averaging is used to combine results for multiple species. Waterbody
specific fish consumption datais preferred, and when available should be used to adjust these
weightings to provide a better estimate of average human exposure to mercury from that
water body. Regardless of specificity of fish consumption data, the final result is one average
Me-Hg value for awaterbody. Thisis different from IFCAP fish consumption advisories
which are species specific (e.g. rainbow trout, bass, crappie, and walleye), advising the
public which kinds of fish are safer to eat than others.

Listing as impaired will not to be based on contaminant levels from a single fish, or
species, which may be higher or lower than the criterion, but rather from the weighted
aver age fish tissue Me-Hg concentration for a waterbody. This average should combine
results for all edible species for which data are available, and should be based on at least
ten fish per species.

Wildlife and Aesthetics Beneficial Uses

Wildlife and aesthetics beneficia uses are considered but not assessed for all AUsin the
Integrated Report with the sole exception of the 313 AUsthat fall wholly within wilderness
or roadless areas.

Pollutants for which Cause(s) are Biological Impairment

Failing to meet a numeric or narrative water quality criterion or impairment of a beneficial
use will be causeto put an AU into Section 5, water quality limited, requiring a TMDL. If the
AU failed specific numeric criteria, i.e. temperature, then the cause or pollutant for the listing
isthermal modification. Similarly, failure to meet a narrative criterion, i.e. sediment, will

also put the AU into section 5. The important point is that data exists to inform the assessor
what the cause or causes are.

DEQ relies heavily on biology to gauge narrative and numeric criteria. Since DEQ does not
collect datato evaluate every possible numeric and narrative criteria, the assessor, in many
instances, will not know the exact cause of the impairment—merely that impairment exists.

As an example, an AU found to be not supporting its Aquatic Life Beneficial Use would be
placed in Section 5, with the cause stated as “Biological Impairment.” EPA’s clarification
memo of April 4, 2002, for the Integrated Report Guidance states:
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“When existing and readily available data and
information (biological, chemical or physical) are
sufficient to determine that a pollutant has caused,
is suspected of causing or is projected to cause the
impairment, the AU should be listed in Category 5.~

The memo further clarifies that “ Only when the state determines that existing data and
information (biological, chemical or physical) are insufficient to support an attainment
determination, can an AU be listed in Category 3.” DEQ discourages assessors from making
educated guesses on causes, since changing a cause after initial listing can be costly in terms
of time and resources. DEQ feelsit is reasonable and prudent to leave the cause as biological
impairment until it can be accurately determined in the subbasin assessment phase of the
TMDL.

De-Listed Waters

Assessment unitsin Section 5 of the 2002 Integrated Report that were there from the original
1994 EPA promulgation may have been de-listed based on newer in-stream data. However,
all waters from the 2002 Integrated Report have been carried over, and new data were
considered. If the new data met Tier | requirements, if it showed that WQS are met, and there
was no Tier | data showing impairment, then the AU was moved to Category 2, Waters
Supporting Some Uses of the Integrated Report. Documentation for this has been added to
ADB as an administrative record of decision.

Complying with EPA 2006 Integrated Report Guidance, there are seven potential reasons to
delist an AU:

1. State determines water quality standard is being met
2. Flawsinorigina listing

3. Other point source or nonpoint source controls are expected to meet water quality
standards

Impairment due to non-pol lutant
EPA approval of TMDL

Water body not in state’ s jurisdiction
Other

N o oo A

How Idaho Water Quality Standards, Numeric and Narrative, Are Interpreted

Specific language detailing how narrative and numeric water quality standards are interpreted
in assessments for the Integrated Report are detailed in WBAG 1. These policies are adhered
to for all assessments. DEQ largely relies on BURP monitoring data and biological
assessments to demonstrate compliance with the state’ s narrative water quality standards.
These standards are written such that the waters of the state shall be free from pollutants
impairing beneficial uses. It is DEQ’ s position that biological assessments directly measure
the beneficial uses that the narrative standards were written to protect, so afull support
decision based on WBAG |1 largely satisfies compliance with these narrative standards.
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Numeric standards are somewhat different, and a detailed discussion of the state’ s approach
to assessing these standards was published in WBAG 11. Even among numeric standards,
temperature presents unique challenges and is examined in Section 8 of this listing guidance.

Due to natural variability in water quality, variability in translation to a biological response,
and possible measurement errors, DEQ does not interpret numeric criteriafor conventional
pollutants as a sharp line between impairment and non-impairment. Rather, thereisa
continuum along which impairment may occur.

Because criteria are developed conservatively, DEQ believes this continuum falls above set
criterialevels. DEQ policy thus establishes a zone allowing up to 10 percent criteria
exceedance, in which the assessor has flexibility to consider other evidence to determine
whether to add an AU to Section 5. This numeric criteria evaluation policy is consistent with
guidance from EPA (EPA 1997) and other statesin EPA Region 10 (WDOE 1997).

While this policy deals solely with frequency, DEQ does recognize that magnitude and
duration of any criteria exceedance also influences biological response and ideally should be
considered as well. Magnitude, duration, and frequency are typically not independent of one
another, so evaluating frequency aloneis a practical gage of criteriaexceedance and is
supported by EPA policy.
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Public Participation in the Development of the Integrated
Report

DEQ is seeking public comment on the assessment decisions made for the 2008 Integrated
Report.

Scope of Public Participation

The format of the Integrated Report is set by EPA, so DEQ is not seeking comment on this
aspect of the report, but the way decisions are made about how to place watersin each
category is, to some extent, at DEQ’ s discretion’, so DEQ is soliciting public comment on all
the waters of the state. Specific comments—such as the placement of awater body in a
category of thelist or an omission from a category—are the most helpful.

Data and/or site-specific comments are welcome and will be evaluated prior to final
submission of the Integrated Report to EPA.

Integrated Report Milestones and Project Completion

Milestones for development of the Integrated Report, including opportunities for public
comment are illustrated by Table 3.

Table 3. Integrated Report development milestones.

November 30, 2008 Complete assessment of water bodies for 2008 Integrated Report

January 2008 Draft Integrated Report compiled; begin 45 day public comment period and
call for data

February 2008 Close public comment period on draft Integrated Report

April 1, 2008 Final Integrated Report delivered to EPA

How to Comment

DEQ will make available to the public, viaour Web site, a downloadable Integrated Report,
in Adobe™ portable document format (PDF), and an interactive map service to retrieve the

locations of listed segmentsin relation to major landmarks, such as roads, rivers, and county
lines.

More information here:
http://www.deg.idaho.gov/water/data reports/surface water/monitoring/integrated report.cfm

This map service will also alow the public to comment on specific water bodies and attach
relevant comments. The map based comment tool may be found at the following address:

http://mapserver.deg.idaho.gov/Website/wq2004http://mapserver.deg.idaho.gov/Website/wg2004

This page intentionally left blank for correct doubled-sided printing.

? The exception is when waters are moving from Category 5 (303(d) list) to another category.
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Appendix A: DEQ’s Plan for Implementing HB 145
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Attachment I. Existing TMDL Schedule
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Attachment 2. Five-year TMDL Review Schedule
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Boise Regional Office Proposed TMDL Review Schedule

CU Name HUC Initial TMDL 5 yr. review 1%
completed round
Lower Boise River 17050114 2000 2008
Snake River/Payette 17050115 2004 2010
Payette/Black Canyon 17050122 2005 2012
Reservoir 2003
Bissel Creek
Brownlee Reservoir/Snake 17050201 2004 2010
River 2003
Weiser Flat
Mid-Snake/Succor Creek 17050103 2004 2011
Upper Owyhee 17050104 2003 2009
Weiser 17050124 2003 2011
King Hill/C J Strike 17050101 2004 2012
South Fork Payette 17050120 SBA only 2009
Cascade/North Fork 17050123 1996 2008
Payette 1999
Jordan Creek 17050108 Due 2005 2011
Little Salmon 17060210 2006 2012
Mores Creek 17050112 Due 2006 2013
Lake Lowell 17050114 Due 2006 2013
North Fork Owyhee 17050107 2000 2009
Middle Fork Boise 17050111 SBA only 2008
South Fork Boise 17050113
Middle Fork Payette 17050121 2000 2008
Snake below Hells Canyon 17060101 2007 2010
2004
Owyhee River 17050105 2000 2009
South Fork Salmon 17060208 1992 2009
2003
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Coeur d’'Alene Regional Office Proposed TMDL Review Schedule

CU Name HUC Initial TMDL 5yr. review 1st
completed round
Coeur d'Alene Lake 17010303 2000 2009
Upper Spokane 17010305 2001 2009
2007
Lower Clark Fork 17010213 2006 2011
Pend Oreille 17010214 2001 2009
17010216 2007
North Fork Coeur d’Alene 17010301 2002 2010
South Fork Coeur d’' Alene 17010302 2003 2010
Priest 17010215 2003 2010
St Joe/St. Maries 17010304 2003 2010
Upper Kootenai 17010101 2006 2011
Lower Kootenai 17010104 2006 2011
Moyie 17010105 2006 2011
Hangman 17010306 2006 2011
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Idaho Falls Regional Office Proposed TMDL Review Schedule

CU Name HUC Initial TMDL 5 yr. review 1%
completed round
Henry’s Fork (Lower) 17040203 SBA 2008
Henry’s Lake 17040202 SBA 2008
Little Lost River 17060204 2000 2009
Big Lost River 17040218 2004 2009
Medicine Lodge 17040215 2003 2011
Salmon River/Panther 17060203 2001 2009
Creek
Salmon River/Crooked 17060207 2003 2011
Creek
Salmon River-Upper 17060201 2003 2011
Salmon River-Middle 17060205 Due 2007 2012
Snake River-S Fk/Palisades 17040104 2001 2009
2004
Willow Creek 17040205 2004 2011
Teton River 17040204 2003 2011
Beaver-Camas 17040214 2004 2012
Lemhi 17060204 2000 2008
Pahsimeroi 17060202 2001 2009
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Pocatello Regional Office Proposed TMDL Review Schedule

CU Name HUC Initial TMDL | 5 yr. review 1%
completed round
American Falls 17040206 2009 2014
Bear Lake/River Complex; 16010201 2006 2012
Malad 16010102
16010204
16010202
Blackfoot River 17040212 2002 2008
Portneuf 17040208 2001 2008
Salt River 17040105 No 303(d) 2009
listings
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L ewiston Regional Office Proposed TMDL Review Schedule

CU Name HUC Initial TMDL 5 yr. review 1%
completed round
Cottonwood Ck, South Fork 17060305 2000 2009
Clearwater 2004
Winchester Lake, Jim Ford, 17060306 2011
Lolo Creek 1999,
Potlatch River 2000,
Lower Clearwater Due 2006
Lower North Fork 17060308 2003 2008
Clearwater
Paradise Creek, 17060108 1998 2010
South Fork Palouse Tribs, 2004
Cow Creek 2005
Lower Salmon 17060209 Due 2007 2012
Lochsa River 17060303 SBA 2009
Selway River 17060302 SBA 2009
Upper North Fork 17060307 2003 2008
Clearwater
Lower Snake/Asotin 17060103 Waiting on 2008
Tammany Creek EPA,
2002
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Twin Falls Regional Office Proposed TMDL Review Schedule

CU Name HUC Initial TMDL 5 yr. review 1%
completed round
Mid-Snake/Upper Snake 17040212 1997 2008
Rock 2000
Billingsley Creek 2002
2005
Lake Walcott 17040209 2000 2008
Big Wood River 17040219 2002 2011
Goose Creek 17040211 2004 2009
Raft River 17040210 2004 2010
Little Wood River 17040221 2004 2009
Camas Creek 17040220 2004 2010
Salmon Falls Creek & 17040213 2008 2013
Reservoir
Bruneau River 17040209 2001 2008
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Attachment 3. New TMDLs to be Done in Conjunction with the Five-Year Reviews
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Appendix B: TMDL Five-Year Review Schedule and Priority
Ranking (HB 145)
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HUC

17040202
17040203
17040207
17040208
17040209
17040212
17050102
17050111
17050113
17050114
17050121
17050123
17060103
17060204
17060307
17060308

17010214
17010216
17010303
17010305
17040104
17040105
17040211
17040217
17040218
17040221
17050104
17050105

USGS Cataloging Unit Name

Henry's Lake

Henry's Fork (Lower)
Blackfoot

Portneuf

Lake Walcott
Mid-Snake/Upper Snake Rock
Bruneau

Middle Fork Boise

South Fork Boise

Lower Boise River

Middle Fork Payette

North Fork Payette/Cascade Reservoir
Lower Snake/Asotin

Lemhi

Upper North Fork Clearwater
North Fork Clearwater

Pend Oreille

Pend Oreille

Coeur d'Alene Lake
Upper Spokane
Snake River-S Fk/Palisades
Salt

Goose Creek

Little Lost

Big Lost River
Little Wood River
Upper Owyhee
Owyhee River
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High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High

High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
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Y ear HUC USGS Cataloging Unit Name Priority
17050107 North Fork Owyhee High
17050120 South Fork Payette High
17060202 Pahsimeroi High
17060203 Salmon River/Panther Creek High
17060208 South Fork Salmon High
17060302 Selway River High
17060303 LochsaRiver High
17060305 South Fork Clearwater High

2010
16020309 Curlew Valley Medium
17010215 Priest Medium
17010301 North Fork Coeur d'Alene Medium
17010302 South Fork Coeur d'Alene Medium
17010304 St Joe Medium
17040105 Salt Medium
17040201 Idaho Falls Medium
17040210 Raft River Medium
17040216 Birch Medium
17040220 Cameas Creek Medium
17050115 Mid-Snake /Payette Medium
17050201 Brownlee Medium
17060101 Snake below Hells Canyon Medium
17060108 Palouse Medium
17060109 Upper Snake -Rock Medium
17060304 Middle Fork Clearwater Medium

2011
17010101 Upper Kootenai Medium
17010104 Lower Kootenai Medium
17010105 Moyie Medium
17010213 L